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Abstract 
This study describes the construction and initial validation of the “Emotional Responses to Sexual Infidelity Scale” (ERSIS). The 
construct validity was assessed by exploratory factor analysis, using the methods of the main components and Varimax rotation. 
The final solution includes seven factors that explained 57.21% of the variance. Within the confirmatory factor analysis, three 
models were analyzed: a model with seven uncorrelated factors, a model with seven correlated factors and a model with six 
uncorrelated factors. The values of absolute indicators of the final scale, with 27 items, emphasized the superiority of the model 
with seven uncorrelated factors: sadness, dread, anger, pain, fear, jealousy and guilt. The exploration of the convergent validity of 
the ERSIS showed significant correlations between the scores of this scale and other four scales used to measure emotional 
responses. The results suggest that the scale can provide a valid measure for emotional responses to sexual infidelity. 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the Academic World Education and Research Center.  
Keywords: emotional responses, sexual infidelity, exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, convergent validity. 
1. Introduction 
Infidelity is motivated by a series of factors and fulfils different functions in our life, and is sometimes associated 
with the probability of obtaining multiple benefits. Some researchers associate the occasional flirtation or other 
forms of sexual infidelity with obtaining certain benefits, including good mood, a state of excitement and forming a 
psychical bond and / or an emotional connection with the new partner (Bringle & Buunk, 1991). Most studies 
indicated that the negative effects of infidelity exceed any potential benefits. In case of partners engaging in 
extramarital relationships, they often feel guilty and have mixed, conflicting feelings about cheating on their partner 
 
 
* Maria Nicoleta Turliuc. Tel.: +4-072-307-2870   
E-mail address: : turliuc@uaic.ro 
  Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://cr ativecommons.org/licenses/by-n -nd/3.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of the Academic World Education and Research Center.
474   Maria Nicoleta Turliuc and Elena Laura Scutaru /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  159 ( 2014 )  473 – 479 
and breaking the moral or personal standards of exclusivity and fidelity (Bringle & Buunk, 1991). Also, the cheated 
partners experience certain negative emotions, including jealousy, anger, associated to the feeling of betrayal, doubt 
or disappointment (Buunk, 1995). The cognitive evaluation theory is a theoretical basis accounting for a complex 
association of thoughts, emotions and behaviors with the concept of jealousy. According to this theory, emotions are 
the result of cognitive evaluations of the stimuli that trigger a certain situation (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Lazarus, 
1994). People can use a wide array of strategies to react to jealousy or infidelity. Two of the most common are: the 
partner selection strategy and emotional responses to jealousy strategy (Harvey, Wenzel & Sprecher, 2004). There 
are differences between men and women regarding the emotional response to jealousy/infidelity, and these 
differences are not fully accounted for by the evolutionary theory. People’s responses to infidelity vary, because a 
series of factors that influence these responses are involved. Even if at individual level, an act of infidelity can cause 
pain, this probably depends on the type of infidelity that determines such pain (Regan, 2011).  
2. Method  
2.1. Participants 
The first version of the scale was applied on a sample of 620 persons with an average age of (M=26.52, 
SD=7.12), involved in a marital or consensual relationship (M=5.04, SD=3.24). The second version was applied on 
a sample of 400 persons with an average age of (M=28.30, SD= 7.99), involved in a marital or consensual 
relationship (M=5.35, SD= 4.00). Both studies included people who had been victims of infidelity.   
2.2. The scale description 
The scale was designed to measure emotional responses to sexual infidelity. According to the list of emotional 
responses to infidelity (Shackelford & Buss, 2000; Sagarin, Martin, Coutinho, Edlund, Patel, Skowronski & Zengel, 
2012), we have chosen a series of emotional responses related to sexual infidelity; an item was designed for each 
emotional response. In order to choose the final items, we involved 14 persons in a long-term relationship who had 
been victims of infidelity in the past. The final form of the scale contains 27 items with a range of options from 1 to 
5, where 1= I fully disagree and 5= I fully agree. The scale is structured according to seven dimensions: (1). 
Sadness, containing 5 items: 9, 10, 12, 15, 18; (2). Dread, containing 5 items: 5, 7, 11, 19, 24; (3). Anger, containing 
4 items: 3, 4, 14, 21; (4). Pain, containing 4 items 1, 2, 17, 26.; (5). Fear, containing 3 items: 22, 23, 27; (6). 
Jealousy, containing 3 items: 6, 8, 16; (7). Guilt, containing items: 13, 20, 25.  
2.3. Procedure 
All participants received hard copies of the ERSIS scale to fill in, and then the instrument were placed in an 
envelope. Each participant was instructed as to the way of filling in the kit received in order to prevent potential 
misunderstandings. Then, the subjects individually filled in the scale and returned the sealed envelope.  
 
3. Results  
 
3.1. Construct validity 
 
3.1.1. Exploratory factor analysis  
  
In order to explore the content validity of the ERSIS scale we have applied exploratory factor analysis using the 
analysis for main components and the Varimax rotation method. The 0.73 value for KMO, as well as the Bartlett test 
value (χ2 = 4365.77; p < 0.001) shows that factor analysis can be carried out and that the subject lot is appropriate, 
as the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix. Both the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalue higher than 1), and Cattell’s 
scree plot criterion suggested an 11-factor solution for the 32 items. They accounted for 62.64 % of the total 
variation of the 32 items. 
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To obtain a simpler factorial structure, the solution was rotated using the Varimax method (starting from the 
factor orthogonally hypothesis). After orthogonally rotating the factorial solution resulting from the introduction of 
the 32 items as observed variables, the seven latent factors together accounted for 57.21% of the items’ variation. 
The item variation percentages that were covered by each individual factor were: 13.81%, 10.88%, 8.76%, 7.50%, 
6.27%, 5.70%, 4.26%. Saturations lower than 0.40 were excluded to ensure better clarity. Thus, the following items 
were removed: item 5, “I feel embarrassed about everything that happened in our relationship.”; item 12, “I have 
the strength to forgive”; item 26, “At the moment I feel used by my partner”.  Table 1 shows the items and factor 
saturations for the previously rotated factors. 
 
Table 1. Factor saturations for the 32 items 
Items Factors and saturations 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. I feel abandoned by my partner.    .704    
2. I feel lonely at the moment.    .634    
3. I get angry when my partner tries to explain the situation.   .733     
4. I feel irritable when I remember that moment.   .700     
5. I feel embarrassed about everything that happened in our relationship        
6. I was flabbergasted by my partner’s behaviour.  .565      
7. I feel betrayed by my partner.      .778  
8. I feel confused when I think about the future.  .715      
9. I felt deceived from the very beginning of the relationship.      .694  
10. I feel disappointed when I think about the future of our relationship. .730       
11. I feel discouraged by everything that happened around me. .803       
12. I have the strength to forgive”;        
13. I feel frustrated by my partner’s attitude.  .763      
14. I consider myself a pessimistic person who will overcome this moment 
with difficulty. 
.666       
15. I feel guilty because of my reaction to this situation.       .799 
16. Me and my partner have become hostile to each other.   .738     
17. I feel humiliated by my partner        
18. I feel hurt by the reaction of the people around me in this situation. .589       
19. I feel jealous every time I remember certain things.      .757  
20. I feel neglected by my partner.    .703    
21. I feel sad every time I think about this situation. .738       
22. I have a complex compared to the partner’s alternative.  .666      
23. I hate myself because I did not know how to handle the situation from the 
beginning. 
      .735 
24. I resent my partner in this situation.   .578     
25. I feel tense when my partner discusses with a person of the opposite sex.     .775   
26. At the moment I feel used by my partner.        
27. I feel worried every time someone comes too close to my partner.     .737   
28. My partner’s choice strikes me.    .700      
29. We are equally responsible of this situation.       .697 
30. At the moment I feel empty inside.    .617    
31. I am anxious in an open discussion with my partner.     .625   
32. I could be understanding towards my partner despite all the problems.        
 Note: a For each individual item, the number corresponds to the initial version of the scale 
                b The table includes only saturations ≥ 0.40, N = 620 
 
 
According to the contents of items with high saturations, the factors were labelled as follows (the initial number 
of the item in ERSIS was used): factor I- Sadness (items 10, 11, 14, 18, 21), factor II- Dread (items 6, 8, 13, 22, 28), 
factor III- Anger (items 3, 4, 16, 24), factor IV Pain (items 1, 2, 20, 30), factor V- Fear (items 25, 27, 31), factor VI 
– Jealousy (items 7, 9, 19), factor VII- Guilt (items 15, 23, 29). Item 17, “I feel humiliated by my partner”, accounts 
for an equal percentage in both Sadness and Fear factors. Thus, this item does not clearly define any of the seven 
factors and it was eliminated. Item 32, “I could understand towards my partner despite all the problems”, does not 
contain saturations in any of the seven factors. Thus, this item was also removed. A confirmatory factor analysis was 
also carried out according to the gender. We note that no gender differences were identified for the factorial solution 
suggested above. 
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3.1.2. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
 
     In order to test the adequacy of the factor solution obtained based on the exploratory analysis, a confirmatory 
analysis was carried out in AMOS 20. The factorial analysis was undertaken on a sample of 400 people involved in 
a marital or consensual relationship. The final version of the ERSIS contains 27 items. We initially tested a factor 
model with the seven uncorrelated factors (Sadness, Dread, Anger, Pain, Fear, Jealousy, Guilt). Then we compared 
the model with another two nested models: a model with seven correlated factors and a model with six factors. 
The values of absolute adequacy indicators for an adequate model have to be: GFI and AGFI >.90 (.85),  RMR ≤ 
0.5, RMSEA <.05 (.08). The results show that both the difference between the first and the second model (∆χ² = 
22.46, df=4), as well as the difference between the first and third model (∆χ²= 117.40, df=5) are significant, which 
indicates that the first model (seven uncorrelated factors) is the most adequate. Confirmatory analysis (CFA) shows 
that the factor model with seven uncorrelated factors suggested for (ERSIS) is appropriate. Thus, all items are 
significantly related to the latent factor in which we supposed they would load. The values of absolute indicators are 
acceptable. It is difficult to obtain a very good adequacy of the proposed model, having in view the large number of 
participants (N=400). The results of the model are presented in table 2. 
 
                              Table 2. Values of the main absolute indicators for the proposed factor model (27 items) 
 
 
  
χ²normalised Df p RMSEA PLCLOSE GFI AGFI NFI CFI Hoelter Hociter 
 
1.67 
 
324 
 
0 
0.03 
[0.03-0.04] 
 
    .99 
 
.91 
 
.90 
 
.85 
 
.91 
 
.282 
 
.296 
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Figure 1. Analysis of CFA for ERSIS 
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3.1.3. Convergent validity 
 
The convergent validity of the scale was established based on correlations of the scores obtained by the subjects 
in ERSIS with the scores obtained in other infidelity measurement scales, in the two studies previously conducted. 
In the first study, convergent validity was determined by correlating ERSIS scores with Infidelity Scale (Drigotas, 
Safstrom & Gentilia, 1999) and Interpersonal Jealousy Scale (Mathes & Severa, 1981) scores. The results are 
presented in table 3. In the second study, the scores obtained by subjects for ERSIS were correlated with the scores 
obtained for the Romantic Partner Infidelity Questionnaire (Reid, 2007) and Communicative Responses to Jealousy 
(Guerrero & Andersen , 1998). The data are currently being processed. 
                                        
                                             Table 3. Correlation coefficients between ERSIS, IS, IJS 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Emotional responses 
 to sexual infidelity 
1     
  2. Mixed infidelity .56** 1    
3. Sexual infidelity .50** .86** 1   
4. Emotional infidelity .55** .98** .78** 1  
5. Jealousy  .67** .55** .48** .54** 1 
Average  
Standard deviation  
101.01 
11.52 
81 
18.72 
16 
4.38 
58.95 
15.07 
186.68 
45.47 
 
3.1.4. Reliability  
 
3.1.4.1 Internal consistency 
 
In order to identify the internal consistency of the ERSIS scale, we used the Alpha coefficient. This coefficient is 
recommended for tools with multiple choice items. The value of the Alpha coefficient for the ERSIS scale is .85. 
For the seven scales of the scale, the values of internal consistency obtained were: .91- Sadness, .88- Dread, .87- 
Anger, .87-Pain, .79- Fear, .89- Jealousy, .79- Guilt. The values of internal consistency were accepted for all the 
seven scales of the scale.  
 
4. Discussion  
 
Emotional responses to infidelity are a complex and increasingly discussed topic. Studies on sexual jealousy 
often used scenarios, whereby the participants are asked to imagine that their partner is engaged in a sexual or 
emotional infidelity relationship, and then they are asked which type of infidelity would bother them the most. Thus, 
in order to capture accurate emotional responses to infidelity, we decided to design a valid instrument capable of 
measuring emotional responses to sexual infidelity. For this scale, psychometric analyses were carried out 
concerning the construct validity (factor structure and convergent validity) and the reliability (internal consistency 
and the test–retest reliability). 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The final version of the scale measuring emotional responses to sexual infidelity ERSIS contains 27 items 
structured on seven dimensions. Factor analysis also aimed at identifying gender differences in emotional responses 
to infidelity, an aspect which shall be capitalised in future analyses. In designing this instrument we considered both 
the principles of the evolutionary theory, cognitive theory, as well as the theories of emotions presented above. 
Although the instrument was validated in the course of two studies, there is the limitation of not accurately capturing 
emotional responses to infidelity if it is not applied to persons who experienced such a crisis in the relationship. At 
the same time, we also intend to design a scale for assessing emotional responses to emotional infidelity. 
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